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ABSTRACT
Attaching a company name or a particular person's 
name with a popular event is a growing trend. Madrigal 
(2000) reported that between 1995 and 1999 that spending 
on corporate sponsorships in North America swelled to $7.6 
billion. Clearly, this suggests that many companies have 
found sport sponsorships to be a potentially viable 
marketing strategy. As a result, a growing list of 
companies has elected to become stadium sponsors and 
invest in related product naming rights.
The purpose of this study is to investigate the 
impact of corporate stadium naming rights. In particular, 
this project will assess consumer perceptions of stadium 
naming rights as a means for determining its effectiveness 
as a marketing approach. A survey of CSUSB students was 
conducted in order to obtain their perceptions of the 
relative marketing attractiveness of naming rights for a 
local minor league baseball stadium.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
Background
During the past twenty-five years, corporate 
sponsorship has attracted much attention as a marketing 
technique. Barr (1993) found that corporate sponsorship is 
an approach where a corporation partially or fully funds a 
program, project, activity, or event in exchange for 
public recognition. Between 1980 and 1989, spending on 
corporate sponsorships increased from $300 million per 
year to $1.7 billion per year (Javalgi, Traylor, Gross, & 
Lampman 1994; Gardner and Shuman, 1987). As Madrigal 
(2000) Reports, by the late 1990's, spending on sports 
sponsorships in North America swelled to $7.6 billion.
The primary reason for this growth is attributed to 
companies looking for alternatives to more traditional 
forms of advertising. Grimes, Eoin, and Mennaghan (1998) 
found advertising is designed to encroach in peoples' 
lives to make them pay attention to sales messages. In 
contrast, sponsorships try to establish relationships with 
people and become as part of their lifestyles. Crimmins 
and Horn (1996) also suggested that the value of 
sponsorship has been acknowledged by enterprises to create 
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positive effects on brand image and product sales.
Enterprises are hot using corporate sponsorship to reach a 
wider target market and help them achieve commercial goals 
(Thwaites, 1994). Despite these assertions, determining 
the effectiveness of sponsorship as a marketing technique 
is not easy (Quester & Thompson, 2001). One problem is 
trying to differentiate sponsorship as a public relations 
approach from a marketing approach. Results from a survey 
conducted by Kitchen (1993) indicated that sponsorships 
were often financed primarily from the public relations 
budget, as opposed to the marketing budget and that there 
was a clear overlap between public relations communication 
and specific marketing communications. Consequently, 
determining the fundamental impact of sponsorship has 
proven to be difficult (Kim, 2001) .
.Statement of the Problem
Given the difficulty in measuring the impact on 
corporate performance, it is interesting that investment 
in sponsorships has continued to increase. In recent 
years, non-sport-oriented companies in the airline, 
telecommunication, automobile, consumer product, computer, 
financial service and beverage industries have gained 
stadium or event naming rights (Gruen, 2001). A number of 
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sponsors ultimately experienced severe financial distress. 
For example, Leeds (2004) addressed that CMGI and 3-Com 
had to give up their naming rights. And also, Leeds 
mentioned other sponsors, such as, Ericsson, Reliant 
Resources, American Airlines and Continental Airlines, 
retained their naming rights despite losing 70 percent of 
their stock value in 2002.
Given that stadium naming rights may not deliver as 
high a return as expected, why do so many firms still keep 
investing in sponsorship? What motivations do these firms 
have? What kinds of benefits do these firms obtain? Given 
that research on sponsorships is still in the infancy 
stage (Cornwell, Relyea, Irwin, & Maignan, 2000), these 
are important questions that need to be addressed.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to investigate the 
impact corporate stadium naming rights. As noted above, 
stadium naming rights investments have proliferated over 
the past decade, yet there has been little evidence that 
it helps companies develop their long-term brand equity or 
even provide a short-term boost to corporate value 
(Becker-Olsen, 2003). This project attempts to assess 
consumer perceptions of stadium naming rights as a means
3
for determining its effectiveness as a marketing approach. 
A survey of CSUSB students will be undertaken to obtain 
their perceptions of the effectiveness of the naming 
rights for a local minor league baseball stadium.
4
CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW
Advertising is the most frequently used marketing 
tool and speaks to a consumer in a direct way. It 
announces the accessibility of a product and creates a 
brand image. It presents information on product quality, 
uniqueness, price and performance as well.
However, sponsorship, a relatively recent promotional 
tactic, is a company can use to gain brand recognition and 
convey its products to the awareness of consumers.
Sponsorships and Events
Sandler and Shani (1989) found sponsorship involves 
the stipulation of resources (e.g., money, people, 
equipment, etc.) by a business directly to an event or 
activity in exchange for a direct association to the event 
or activity. According to Meenaghan (1983), sponsorship is 
the "provision of assistance either financial or in kind 
to an activity by a commercial organization for the 
purpose of achieving commercial objectives" (p. 57). In 
other words, sponsorship is a commercial relationship 
between a company and an event as a joint venture to 
promote their common interests. In return for a financial 
involvement an organization allows the use of its- name in 
5
profitable activities. Common approaches to sponsorship 
(Gardner and Shuman, 1987) include:
• Display of a brand on advertisements in 
programs;
• Use of a brand name on a club, event, team or 
individual in specific promotions;
• Production of joint websites;
, • Personal support of the sponsors' products by 
teams or individuals by using their products, 
kit or equipment.
By engaging in the sponsorship activities mentioned 
above, companies generally seek increased consumer 
awareness of their products or services. Cornwell (1998) 
indicates that consumer awareness is the probability and 
ease with which a brand name will be recalled by 
consumers. By increasing consumer awareness, sponsors 
attempt to influence the development and depth of brand 
association and increase the chance that consumers will 
select a brand and a product (Gladden, Milne, and Sutton, 
1998). As Pope (1998) noted sponsorship awareness can 
affect consumption values, the aspects of those values 
which are affected will not necessarily be the same as 
those which impact on product use or brand attitudes. It 
6
means sponsors also need to carefully examine what aspects 
of particular values they wish to affect, prior to 
embarking on sponsorship programs.
Sports Marketing
Sport sponsorship is now being integrated into many 
companies' marketing strategies all over the world. It has 
been stated that "there has been a dramatic rise in 
corporate spending on sport sponsorships in many 
industrialized countries" (Copeland, Frisby, and 
McCarville, 1996, p 33). That is one reason that sports 
marketing is the leading category for sponsorship 
spending. Schlossberg (1996) also noticed .that sponsors 
commonly are hunting for. sports properties that can make a 
valuable and quantifiable contribution to existing or 
planned brand communications.
McDonald (1991) addressed companies also look to 
sponsor sports to increase the brand proposition. In other 
words, in almost all sectors of all markets there is 
intense competition among companies and brands. Meenaghan 
(1991) mentioned smaller companies generally can benefit 
from improved awareness images and sales through 
sponsorship at a local or regional level.
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Harvey (2001) and Jensen (1994) specified companies 
usually operate sports sponsorship for a variety of 
reasons. These include:
• Putting name in front of consumers so that 
consumers will enhance constructive recognition, 
exposure and specific marketing messages.
• Attempting to create a personality and style 
which distinguishes as product.
• Providing suitable hospitality vehicles to meet 
and do business with clients.
• Encouraging company pride and loyalty to help 
attract and keep hold of staff.
• Demonstrating that a company cares about it 
community and the welfare of its citizens.
Furthermore, sports sponsorship creates thousands of 
opportunities for exciting and interesting newspaper 
photographs and television images showing sponsor logos 
(Meenaghan and Shipley, 1999). Mohr and Spekman (1994) 
also believed such exposure establishes'brand familiarity 
when people are consuming in.public.
Corporate Sponsorship
As Dolphin (2003) indicated corporate sponsorship is 
a type of marketing approach where a corporation partially 
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or entirely funds a program, project, activity, or event 
in exchange for public recognition. Corporate sponsors may 
regularly receive the use of sponsorship rights of all 
logos, such as appropriate designation on products, 
alternative opportunities on direct advertising and 
promotion, on-site concessions, etc. To leverage 
sponsorship rights to achieve maximum visibility, 
exposure, and goodwill to ultimately increase product 
sales, Nieoth (1995) and Bennett (1994) both suggested 
sponsoring firms should carefully implement and utilize 
corporate sponsorship program.
Generally speaking, long-run sponsorship may be more 
value-adding due to the accumulation of goodwill and 
optimally sport properties. Grimes et al. (1998) also 
addressed that companies in the United States spent nearly 
$200 billion a year on all forms of marketing in the late 
1990s. Consequently, the $5 billion distributed to 
corporate sponsorship represents only 2.5 percent of total 
marketing efforts.
Stadium Naming Rights
McGraw (1998) noted that arenas and stadiums recently 
have been identified as a potential source of long-term 
income for a franchise through the sale of their naming 
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rights. In fact, Gruen (2001) believed the purchase of 
naming rights represents a unique marketing opportunity 
for corporations as sport facilities are relatively few in 
number making simulated or duplication by competitors 
virtually impossible.
Maximizing revenue from arenas and stadiums has been 
recognized as a particularly suitable means of keeping 
pace with escalating player salaries and team's operating 
costs (McDowell, 1999). Further, McDowell indicated luxury 
suites, club seating and expanded concessions are among 
revenue sources which have proven to be extremely 
lucrative for franchises and arenas.
Naming Rights Sponsorship Effectiveness
Gruen (2001) found consumer purchasing behavior and 
corporate attitude were favorably impacted by sport 
stadium naming rights arrangements. Meanwhile, Gruen 
believes, in most cases, stadium sponsorship pricing is 
directly affected by the naming rights agreement contents 
or entitlements. While measuring the return on investment 
is a rather difficult task, there is significant value in 
entitlement opportunities (Schaaf, 1995). In other words, 
corporate'sponsors would appear to be relatively satisfied 
as few naming rights agreements have changed hands.
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As naming rights relationships are considered 
long-term marketing opportunities, sponsorship 
arrangements usually extend for at least a decade or more 
(Welch and Calabro, 1997). The sponsor and the stadium 
owner present stability for longer term arrangements which 
allow both to create enduring identities, however, Clark, 
Cornwell, and Puitt (2002) demonstrated only one-quarter 
of naming rights polled favored existing or new stadiums 
bearing the name of a corporation. It means loyal fans of 
teams playing in stadiums and arenas or rich in tradition 
and history may be rarely inclined to renew the stadium 
name.
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CHAPTER THREE
METHODOLOGY
Based on review of the literature, it is evident 
sports marketing has become the leading category for 
sponsorship spending in recent years. Clearly, sponsors 
are looking for sports properties that can make a valuable 
and quantifiable contribution to existing or planned brand 
communications.
Tn order to increase an understanding of sponsorship 
effectiveness of stadium naming rights, a study was 
undertaken to get respondents' opinions of Arrowhead 
Credit Union Park. An original survey was distributed to a 
randomly-selected California State University of San 
Bernardino student for anonymous written completion, then 
collected and analyzed.
Survey Design
Based on the purpose of the study, the survey was 
designed to better understand consumers' perception of 
stadium naming rights. The survey consisted of yes-or-no, 
single answer questions, and scaled responses (see 
Appendix A). The survey instrument was developed to 
measure the six subjects presented below:
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The first subject evaluated was fan loyalty. The 
first subject evaluated was fan loyalty. Questions 1 
through 3 asked respondents about attendance at baseball 
games and whether or not they were season ticket holders. 
The second subject involved consumer perceptions about 
stadium naming rights. Questions 4 and 5 asked respondents 
if they knew which company had naming rights for the 
Inland Empire 66'ers field and their perceptions of the 
relevance of naming rights to sports. The third subject 
examined was the effect of sponsorship on product sales. 
Questions 6 and 7 asked respondents if they thought naming 
rights can covert fan loyalty into sales and if they were 
likely to switch products offered by the sponsor. The 
fourth subject involved the level of agreement or 
disagreement concerning the primary objectives of stadium 
naming rights programs. Respondents were asked to indicate 
their level of agreement or disagreement (using a 
five-point scale) concerning eleven primary objectives of 
naming rights programs (see Question 8 in Appendix A). The 
fifth subject examined was the importance of sports 
sponsorship benefits. Respondents were asked to indicate 
the level of importance (using a five-point scale) of 
seven potential sponsor-related benefits (see Question 9 
in Appendix A). The sixth subject involved respondent 
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perceptions about Arrowhead Credit Union Park and 
satisfaction with Arrowhead Credit Union's sponsorship. 
Question 10 and 11 asked respondents who had attended 
Arrowhead Credit Union Park their perceptions about the 
facility and their satisfaction with the sponsorship of 
Arrowhead Credit Union.
In addition, the survey included a demographic 
section asking respondents for their gender, age, 
occupation, household income and city of residence.
Respondents
Once the questionnaire was developed, it was 
pre-tested on a group of 18 graduate students to assess 
the clarity of the questions. The questionnaire was 
modified in response to the feedback from the pre-test 
group and was then distributed to students at California 
State University, San Bernardino. Respondents were asked 
their perceptions of the effectiveness of the naming 
rights for a local minor league baseball stadium 
(Arrowhead Credit Union Park). The survey was conducted in 
five undergraduate business courses and 115 questionnaires 
were obtained in one week. The date were coded and entered 
into SPSS.
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Of the 115 respondents, 56.5% were females and 43.5%. 
were males. A majority (70.2%) of the respondents was 
between 21 and 29 years old (see Chart 1) . The sizeable •, 
segment in the 21 to 29 year old group was not unexpected 
given, the survey was. distributed in undergraduate courses. 
More than 95% of’the respondents lived in the.cities of 
San Bernardino, Riverside, Rialto, Fontana and Rancho 
Cucamonga. Moreover, 13% of the respondents work for ■ 
educational institutions, 1,5.7 % are employed in 
managerial positions, and 20.9% are full-time students.
50-59 (2.6%)
Chart 1. Percentage of the Age Range
' 15 '
CHAPTER FOUR
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Findings of the Survey
A sample of 115 respondents at California State
University of San Bernardino completed the survey. The 
instrument of the study is presented and discussed below. 
The appropriate tables and charts illustrate the 
proportional distribution of responses to the survey 
questions.
Based on the survey design, respondents were asked to 
skip Q2, 3, 10, and 11 if they have never been to 
Arrowhead Credit Union. Park. The first part of the survey 
addressed the frequency that people go to see ballgames in 
Arrowhead Credit Union Park, as reflected in Questions 1-3 
and Chart 2.
"QI. How often do you come to see ballgames in Arrowhead
Credit Union Park?"
Of the 115 respondents, onlyl5 had been to Arrowhead
Credit Union Park. In other words, 100 respondents have 
never been to this stadium (87%).
16
once a month (4.3%)
other (8.7%).
Chart 2. Proportion of People Go To See Ballgames in 
Arrowhead Credit Union Park (Survey QI)'.
"Q2. On the average how many Inland Empire 66cr games-do 
you attend in a season?."
Of- the 115 -respondents, onlyl5 had been to Arrowhead
Credit Union Park according to QI. Thesel5 respondents; 
were entirely answered they attended less than 10 games, in 
a season.
"Q3. Are you a season ticket holder?".
■ No respondent was a season ticket holder. - -
The second part of the' .survey answered consumers' ■ 
perception of stadium naming rights, as referred to 
Questions 4 and 5.
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"Q4. Do you know which company purchases Inland Empire
66ers home field naming rights?"
Of the 115 respondents, 12 answered "Yes" (10.6%) and
101 said "No" (89.4%) to this question. Two respondents 
did not provide answer to this question.
"Q5. Do you think stadium naming rights should be relevant
to sports?"
Of the 115 respondents, 40 indicated "Yes" (34.8%) 
and 22 answered "No" (19.1%). There were also 53 
respondents said "it does not matter" (46.1%) on this 
question.
The third part of the survey was designed to assess 
the sponsorship effectiveness between stadium naming 
rights and sales, as reflected in Questions 6, 7 and 
Charts 3 and 4.
"Q6. Do you think stadium naming rights can convert fan
loyalty into sales?"
54 of the 115 respondents (47.0%) had a positive 
response, they think fan loyalty can increase sales. 26 of 
the 115 respondents did not think stadium naming rights 
can covert fan loyalty into sales (22.’6%) . There were 35 
respondents responded "I do not know" to this question.
18
of Stadium Naming Rights Covert FanChart 3. Proportion
Loyalty into Sales (Survey Q6)
"Q7. Would you like to switch to products - of fered by. the
company that has the naming rights ‘to this stadium?"
Of the 114 respondents, 70 answered that they would
not like to switch to products offered by the company that
has the naming rights (61.4%) and 33 said "I probably do" 
' (28.9%). Only.Il- respondents’ indicated they were willing
to purchase the products (9.6%) . There was one missing
response.
19
70 T
Yes (9.6%) No (61.4) probably (28.9%)
Chart 4. Percentage of Consumer Switch the Naming Rights 
to Products (Survey Q7)
The fourth part of the survey addressed.the level of 
agreement or disagreement with the primary objectives of 
naming rights program, as referred to Question 8 and Table 
1.
"Q8. Please rate the level of your agreement or
disagreement with the following the primary 
objectives of naming rights program.
(a) heighten brand awareness;
(b) develop brand equity/ recognition;
(c) increase brand loyalty;
20
(d) improve brand association;
(e) change/ reinforce image;
(f) drive retail/ dealer traffic;
(g) stimulate sales/ trial usage;
(h) boost employee morale;
(i)
(j)
enhance company pride;
showcase community/ social responsibility;
(k) other intangible factors (i.e. an ego boost)."
Some segments had missing responses on this grouping
scaled question. There were five scaled levels: strongly
disagree, disagree, neutral, agree., and strongly agree.
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Table 1. Valid Percentage of Naming Rights Program
(Survey Q8)
Le ve 1 s
Item '
Strongly
Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree
Strongly
Agree
(a) heighten brand 
awareness 2.6% 6.1% 34.8% 31.3% 25.2%
(b) develop brand 
equity/ 
recognition
1.7% 8.7% 32.2% 33.9% 23.5%
(c) increase brand 
loyalty 6.1% 18.3% 32.3% 29.6A 13.9%
(d) improve brand 
association' 3'. 5% 8.7% 37.4% 39.1% 11.3%
(e) change/ 
reinforce image 3.5% 12.3% 43.0% 27.2% 14.0%
(f) drive retail/ 
dealer traffic 4.4% 20.2% 43.9% 21.9% 9.6%
(g) stimulate 
sales/ trial 
usage
1 .8% 15.8% ' 33.3% 34.2% 14.9%
(h) boost employee 
morale 6.1% 13.2% 34.2% 2 6.3% 20.2%
(i) enhance company 
pride 2.6% 6.1% 31.6% 40.4% 19.3%
(j) showcase 
community/ 
social 
responsibility
6.1% 11.4%. 26.3% 36,0% 20.2%
(k) other 
intangible 
factors
5.3% 13.3% 36.3% 31.0% 14.2%
Several primary objectives of naming rights program, 
such as to heighten brand awareness, develop brand equity/ 
recognition, improve brand association, stimulate sales/ 
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trial usage, enhance company pride, and social 
responsibility, had over 50% agreement responses.
Some primary objectives of a naming rights program, 
like increased brand loyalty, reinforced image, enhanced 
employee morale, and other intangible factors, had an 
average of 45% agreement responses. However, 24.6% of the 
respondents had disagreement responses on the objective of 
drive retail, 31.5% of the respondents agreed with it.
The fifth part of the survey illustrated the 
importance of the sponsor-related benefits, as referred to 
■Question 9 and Table 2.
"Q9. Listed below are some features of corporate stadium
sponsorship. Please rate the importance of the 
following sponsor-related benefits.
(a) category exclusivity;
(b) on-site signage;
(c) broadcast ad opportunities;
(d) title of a proprietary area;
(e) ID in property's media buy;
(f) ad in program book;
(g) right to property marks/logos."
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Table 2. Valid Percentage of the Sponsor-Related Benefits
(Survey Q9)
—Levels
Items
Least 
important
Somewhat 
important
No 
opinion
Very 
important
Most 
important
(a) category 
exclusivity 5.3% 9.7% 4 8.7% 29.2% 7.1%
(b) on-site signage 5.4% 8.0% 36.6% 32.1% 17.9%
(c) broadcast ad 
opportunities 5.4% 2.7% 30.4% 38.4% 23.2%
(d) title of a 
proprietary 
area
3.6% 8.9% 44.6% 34.8% 8.0%
(e) ID in 
property's 
media buy
4.5% 10.0% 44.5% 29.1% 11.8%
(f) ad in program 
book 3.6% 5.4% 37.5% 33.9% 19.6%
(g) right to 
property marks/ 
logos
3.7% 6.4% 27.5% 31.2% 31.2%
Some segments of above question had missing responses 
on this grouping scaled question. There were five scaled 
levels: least important, somewhat important, no opinion, 
very important, and most important.
There were over 60% of the respondents rated "very 
important" and "most important" on the sponsor-related 
benefits of on-site signage, broadcast ad opportunities, 
ad in program book, and right to property marks/logos. And 
also, an average of 45% respondents put "no opinion" on 
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the benefit of category exclusivity, title of a. 
proprietary area, and ID in property's media buy.
The sixth part of the survey specified the 
respondents' satisfaction with the sponsorship of 
Arrowhead Credit Union, as reflected in Questions 10, 11, 
Charts 5, 6 and Appendix C.
"Q10. How do you like the Arrowhead Credit Union Park?
Please rate it.
(a) stadium design;
(b) stadium facility;
(c) seating view;
(d) ticket price;
(e) parking space."
There were five scaled levels: strongly dislike, 
dislike, neutral, like, and strongly like. A total of 15 
respondents had seen 66er ballgames'in Arrowhead Credit 
Union Park. The vast majority of the respondents (an 
average of 70%) liked the goods and services of the 
stadium, but there were still one or two respondents rated 
"dislike" on the stadium facility, seating view, ticket 
price, and parking space.
25
scaled levels
□ Stadium design
H Stadium facility
□ Seating view
□ Ticket price
■ Parking space
Chart 5. Percentage of Scaled Levels of Arrowhead Credit
Union Park (Survey Q10)
"Qll. Please indicate your satisfaction with the
sponsorship of Arrowhead Credit Union.
(a) ATM accessibility;
(b) product promotion;
(c) community service."
There were five scaled levels: including very 
dissatisfied, dissatisfied, neutral, satisfied, and very 
satisfied. Regarding the sponsorship of Arrowhead Credit 
Union, six of the 15 respondents demonstrated "satisfied" 
and "very satisfied" on ATM accessibility, product 
promotion (different ticket packages), and community 
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service. Seven of the respondents noted "neutral" on these 
three segments. Only one or two people were dissatisfied 
with them.
z
Satisfied
Dissatised Neutral
® ATM accessibility 
M Product promotion
□ Community service
scaled levels
50.0%r
' 45.0%
40.0%
35.0%
30.0%
percent 25.0%
20.0%
15.0%
10.0%
5.0%
0.0%
Chart 6. Percentage of the "Satisfaction with the
Sponsorship of Arrowhead Credit Union Comparison 
(Survey Qll)
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CHAPTER FIVE
CONCLUSION
Overview of the Finding
The study was designed to find out the sponsorship 
effectiveness of the company that has the naming rights to 
the stadium (Arrowhead Credit Union Park). Therefore, the 
survey divided into six research subjects: fan loyalty, 
consumers' perception of stadium naming rights, 
sponsorship effectiveness on product sales, the primary 
objectives of naming rights program, the importance of the 
sponsorship benefits, and the sponsorship of Arrowhead 
Credit Union. The researcher would develop implications 
and conclusions by investigating these research subjects.
Implication
Based on the findings of the survey, the researcher 
derived the following implications.
• People who live in San Bernardino and Riverside 
County have various lifestyles. The counties are 
popular with music, arts, movies, and so on. 
People can choose to go to museums, auditoria or 
theaters instead of attending ballgames in 
Arrowhead Credit Union Park. That is one of the 
reasons why only 13.0% of the respondents had 
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been to the Arrowhead Credit Union Park (see 
Chart 2). Furthermore, 66.6% of the respondents 
specified they only attended two or three 66er 
ballgames in their lives according to the survey 
QI. Only 33.3% of the respondents indicated he 
or she went to ballgames in Arrowhead Credit 
Union Park once a month.
• Families with children may go to see Minor 
League baseball games. However, 70.2% of the 
respondents aged from 21 to 29 years old. Some 
of these respondents probably did not have 
children and would most likely go to see Major 
League ballgames or attend other sports instead.
• Prior to the 2002 season, the 66ers and the city 
of San Bernardino signed a 10-year stadium 
naming-rights deal with Arrowhead Credit Union,
a pillar in the Inland Empire business 
community. In doing so, the 66ers became the 
first team in the California League's history to 
secure a stadium naming rights deal. However, 
the survey results show that 89.4% of the 
respondents did not know Arrowhead Credit Union 
purchased Inland Empire 66ers home field naming 
rights. It may imply that people were not aware 
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of the naming rights sponsorship of Arrowhead 
Credit Union Park or that the company did not 
put many efforts on promoting its brand name 
out.
• An average of 70% respondents liked the goods 
and services offered by the stadium. The implied 
reason is Arrowhead Credit Union Park seats 
5,000 with grass seating that can accommodate 
several thousand more fans in comfort. The 
stadium facility has all of the modern 
amenities, including 12 spacious luxury skybox 
suites, each with a private outdoor balcony 
equipped with stadium-style seating, two large 
outdoor picnic areas that overlook the playing 
field, and a high-tech scoreboard that features 
a full-color video board, the only one of its 
kind in the ten-team California League. The 
seats are all angled toward home plate, so there 
is not a single bad seat in the house.
Conclusion
It is hard to estimate whether purchasing stadium 
naming rights has a direct effect on product sales. 
However, 47.0% of the respondents thought stadium naming 
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rights can convert fan loyalty into sales. There were 9.6% 
respondents definitely answered they would like to switch 
stadium naming rights to products offered by Arrowhead 
Credit Union Park and 28.9% respondents said they would 
probably switch it to the products.
Generally speaking, nearly 40% of the respondents had 
a positive attitude on stadium naming rights sponsorship. 
This is a useful message for the Arrowhead Credit Union 
Park and the 66ers.
In other words, fan loyalty is basically a key factor 
to help increase sales of sponsors. It is so important to 
attract people attend 66er ballgames in Arrowhead Credit 
Union Park. The Arrowhead Credit Union Park and the 66ers 
organization should plan as'many interesting events as 
possible to promote the brand name. While people are aware 
of brand name of Arrowhead Credit Union Park and are 
willing to join the events, the brand name awareness could 
be created from the fan loyalty.
Meanwhile, the Arrowhead Credit Union Park and the 
66ers organization should know that the team depends on 
the surrounding communities for support. Inland Empire 
citizens are discovering that the team supports them as 
well. As a sponsor, the Arrowhead Credit Union Park also 
needs to enhance its community citizenship and create 
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public goodwill. For instance, both of them can put 
together numerous fund raising programs to benefit local 
foundations and charities in the Inland Empire, knowing 
that the team's success is ultimately tied to the success 
of the local communities and businesses that work with the 
Arrowhead Credit Union Park and the 66ers.
In summary, corporate stadium sponsorship should not 
be short-term handouts of money. It has to be long-term 
relationships that build each year so the public begins to 
associate the sponsor with the events,
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Opinion Survey
The survey is related to corporate stadium sponsorship. The survey is being conducted 
for a graduate marketing project for a student at California State University of San 
Bernardino. The purpose of this survey is to get your opinion of sponsorship 
effectiveness of stadium naming rights. Please take about three to five minutes to 
complete the survey. All of your responses will be held in the strictest of confidence by 
the researchers. Please circle or check your responses. Thank you for your time.
1. How often do you come to see ballgames in Arrowhead Credit Union Park?
(If never, please skip Q2,3,10 and 11)
□ never □ once a week □ once two weeks □ once a month
□ other____________
2. On the average how many Inland Empire 66er games do you attend in a
season?
□ 0-10 all-20 □ 21-30 □ 31-40 □ 41-50 □ 51+
3. Are you a season ticket holder? □ Yes □ No
4. Do you know which company purchases Inland Empire 66ers home field
naming rights? □ Yes □ No
5. Do you think stadium naming rights should be relevant to sports?
□ Yes □ No □ It does not matter
6. Do you think stadium naming rights can convert fan loyalty into sales?
□ Yes □ No □ I do not know
7. Would you like to switch to products offered by the company that has the
naming rights to this stadium?
□. Yes □ No □ I probably do
34
8. Please rate the level of your agreement or disagreement with the following the 
primary objectives of naming rights programs.
Strongly disagree Strongly agree
Heighten brand awareness 1 2 3 4 5
Develop brand equity/ recognition 1 2 3 4 5
Increase brand loyalty 1 2 3 4 5
Improve brand association 1 2 3 4 5
Change/ reinforce image 1 2 3 4 5
Drive retail/ dealer traffic 1 2 3 4 5
Stimulate sales/ trial usage 1 2 3 4 5
Boost employee morale 1 2 3 4 5
Enhance company pride 1 2 3 4 5
Showcase community/ social responsibility 1 2 3 4 5
Other intangible factors (i.e. an ego boost) 1 2 3 4 5
9. Listed below are some features of corporate stadium sponsorship. Please rate 
the importance of the following sponsor-related benefits
Least imporitant Most im;portant
Category exclusivity 1 2 3 4 5
On-site signage 1 2 3 4 5
Broadcast ad opportunities 1 2 3 4 5
Title of a proprietary area 1 2 3 4 5
ID in property’s media buy 1 2 3 4 5
Ad in program book 1 2 3 4 5
Right to property marks/logos 1 2 3 4 5
10. How do you like the Arrowhead Credit Union Park? Please rate it.
Strongly dislike Strong y like
Stadium design 1 2 3 4 5
Stadium facility 1 2 3 4 5
Seating view 1 2 3 4 5
Ticket price 1 2 3 4 5
Parking space 1 2 3 4 5
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11. Please indicate your satisfaction with the sponsorship of Arrowhead Credit 
Union.
Very dissatisfied Very satisfied
ATM accessibility 1 2 3 4. 5 .
Product promotion 1 2 3 4 5' .
Community service 1 2 .3 ’ 4 5.
Demographic Information
Gender □ Male □ Female
Age □ 18-20 □ 21-29 □ 30-39 □ 40-49 □ 50-59 □ 60+
Occupation
□ Utilities □ Education □ Government □ Finance □ Real Estate
□ Engineering □ Management □ Health □ Manufacturing □ Construction
□ Other _ ____________
Family Household Income
□ Under 19,999 □ 20,000-29,999 □ 30,000-39,999 □ 40,000-49,999
□ 50,000-59,999 □ 60,000-74,999 □75,000-99,999 0 100,000+
City of Residence__________ ■ _____ Zip Code_________________
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Frequency Table: Stadium Naming Rights
QI. How often do you come to see ballgames in ACU Park?
Frequency Percent
Valid 
Percent
Cumulative 
Percent
Valid never 100 87.0 87.0 87.0
once a month 5 4.3 4.3 91.3
other 10 8.7 8.7 100.0
Total 115 100.0 100.0
Q2. On the average how many Inland Empire 66er games do you attend in a season?
Frequency Percent
Valid 
Percent
Cumulative 
Percent
Valid 0-10 15 13.0 100.0 100.0
Missing System 100 87.0
Total 115 100.0
Q3. Are you a season ticket holder?
Frequency Percent
Valid 
Percent
Cumulative 
Percent
Valid No 15 13.0 100.0 100.0
Missing System 100 87.0
Total 115 100.0
Q4. Do you know which company purchases Inland Empire 66ers homefield naming 
rights?
Frequency Percent
Valid 
Percent
Cumulative 
Percent
Valid Yes 12 10.4 10.6 10.6
No 101 87.8 89.4 100.0
Total 113 98.3 100.0
Missing System 2 1.7
Total 115 100.0 .
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Q5. Do you think stadium naming rights shou d be relevant to sports?
Frequency Percent
Valid 
Percent
Cumulative
Percent
Valid Yes 40 34.8 34.8 34.8
No 22 19.1 19.1 53.9
It does not matter 53 . 46.1 46.1 100.0
Total 115 100.0 100.0
Q6. Do you think stadium naming rights can convert fan loyalty into sales?
Frequency Percent
Valid 
Percent
Cumulative 
Percent
Valid Yes 54 47.0 47.0 47.0
No 26 22.6 22.6 69.6
I do not know 35 30.4 30.4 100.0
Total 115 100.0 100.0
Q7. Would you like to switch to products offered by the company that has the naming 
rights to the stadium?
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent
Valid Yes 11 9.6 9.6 9.6
No 70 60.9 61.4 71.1
I probably do 33 28.7 28.9 100.0
Total 114 99.1 100.0
Missing System 1 .9
Total 115 100.0
Q8-a. Heighten brand awareness
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent
Valid Strongly Disagree 3 2.6 2.6 2.6
Disagree 7 6.1 6.1 8.7
Neutral 40 34.8 34.8 43.5
Agree 36 31.3 31.3 74.8
Strongly Agree 29 25.2 25.2 100.0
Total 115 100.0 100.0
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Q8-b. Develop brand equity/ recognition
Frequency Percent
Valid 
Percent
Cumulative 
Percent
Valid Strongly Disagree 2 1.7 1.7 1.7
Disagree 10 8.7 8.7 10.4
Neutral 37 32.2 32.2 42.6
Agree 39 33.9 33.9 765
Strongly Agree 27 23.5 23.5 100.0
Total 115 100.0 100.0
Q8-c. Increase brand loyalty
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent
Valid Strongly Disagree 7 6.1 6.1 6.1
Disagree 21 18.3 18.3 24.3
Neutral 37 32.2 32.2 56.5
Agree 34 29.6 29.6 86.1
Strongly Agree 16 13.9 13.9 100.0
Total 115 100.0 100.0
Q8-d. Improve brand association
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent
Valid Strongly Disagree 4 3.5 3.5 3.5
Disagree 10 8.7 8.7 12.2
Neutral 43 37.4 37.4 49.6
Agree 45 39.1 39.1 88.7
Strongly Agree 13 11.3 11.3 100.0
Total 115 100.0 100.0
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Q8-e. Change/ reinforce image
Frequency Percent
Valid 
Percent
Cumulative 
Percent
Valid Strongly Disagree 4 3.5 3.5 3.5
Disagree 14 12.2 12.3 15.8
Neutral 49 42.6 43.0 58.8
Agree 31 27.0 27.2 86.0
Strongly Agree 16 13.9 14.0 100.0
Total 114 99.1 100.0
Missing System 1 .9
Total 115 100.0
Q8-f. Drive retail/ dealer traffic
Frequency Percent
Valid 
Percent
Cumulative 
Percent
Valid Strongly Disagree 5 4.3 4.4 4.4
Disagree 23 20.0 20.2 24.6
Neutral 50 43.5 43.9 68.4
Agree 25 21.7 21.9 90.4
Strongly Agree 11 9.6 9.6 100.0
Total 114 99.1 100.0
Missing System 1 .9
Total 115 100.0
Q8-g. Stimulate sales/ trial usage
Frequency Percent
Valid 
Percent
Cumulative 
Percent
Valid Strongly Disagree 2 1.7 1.8 1.8
Disagree 18 15.7 15.8 17.5
Neutral 38 33.0 33.3 50.9
Agree 39 33.9 34.2 85.1
Strongly Agree 17 14.8 14.9 100.0
Total 114 99.1 100.0
Missing System 1 .9
Total 115 100.0
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Q8-h. Boost employee morale
Frequency Percent
Valid 
Percent
Cumulative 
Percent
Valid Strongly Disagree 7 6.1 6.1 6.1
Disagree 15 13.0 13.2 19.3
Neutral 39 33.9 34.2 53.5
Agree 30 26.1 26.3 79.8
Strongly Agree 23 20.0 20.2 100.0
Total 114 99.1 100.0
Missing System 1 .9
Total 115 100.0
Q8-i. Enhance company pride
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent
Valid Strongly Disagree 3 2.6 2.6 2.6
Disagree 7 6.1 6.1 8.8
Neutral 36 31.3 31.6 40.4
Agree 46 40.0 40.4 80.7
Strongly Agree 22 19.1 19.3 100.0
Total 114 99.1 100.0
Missing System 1 .9
Total 115 100.0
Q8-j. Showcase community/ social responsibility
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent
Valid Strongly Disagree 7 6.1 6.1 6.1
Disagree 13 11.3 11.4 17.5
Neutral 30 26.1 26.3 43.9
Agree 41 35.7 36.0 79.8
Strongly Agree 23 20.0 20.2 100.0
Total 114 99.1 100.0
Missing System 1 .9
Total 115 100.0
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Q8-k. Other intangible factors (i.e. an ego boost)
Frequency Percent
Valid 
Percent
Cumulative 
Percent
Valid Strongly Disagree 6 5.2 5.3 5.3
Disagree 15 13.0 13.3 18.6
Neutral 41 35.7 36.3 54.9
Agree 35 30.4 31.0 85.8
Strongly Agree 16 13.9 14.2 100.0
Total 113 98.3 100.0
Missing System 2 1.7
Total 115 100.0
Q9-a. Category exclusivity
Frequency Percent
Valid 
Percent
Cumulative 
Percent
Valid Least important 6 5.2 5.3 5.3
Somewhat important 11 9.6 9.7 15.0
No opinion 55 47.8 48.7 63.7
Very important 33 28.7 29.2 92.9
Most important 8 7.0 7.1 100.0
Total 113 98.3 100.0
Missing System 2 1.7
Total 115 100.0
Q9-b. On-site signage
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent
Valid Least important 6 5.2 5.4 5.4
Somewhat important 9 7.8 8.0 13.4
No opioion 41 35.7 36.6 50.0
Very important 36 31.3 32.1 82.1
Most important 20 17.4 17.9 100.0
Total 112 97.4 100.0
Missing System 3 2.6
Total 115 , 100.0
43
Q9-c. Broadcast ad opportunities
Frequency Percent
Valid 
Percent
Cumulative 
Percent
Valid Least important 6 5.2 5.4 5.4
Somewhat important 3 2.6 2.7 8.0
No opinion 34 29.6 30.4 38.4
Very important 43 37.4 38.4 76.8
Most important 26 22.6 23.2 100.0
Total 112 97.4 100.0
Missing System 3 2.6
Total 115 100.0
Q9-d. Title of a proprietary area
Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent
Cumulative 
Percent
Valid Least important 4 3.5 3.6 3.6
Somewhat important 10 8.7 8.9 12.5
No opinion 50 43.5 44.6 57.1
Very important 39 33.9 34.8 92.0
Most important 9 7.8 8.0 100.0
Total 112 97.4 100.0
Missing System 3 2.6
Total 115 100.0
Q9-e. ID in property’s media buy
Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent
Cumulative 
Percent
Valid Least important 5 4.3 4.5 4.5
Somewhat important 11 9.6 10.0 14.5
No opinion 49 42.6 44.5 59.1
Very important 32 27.8 29.1 88.2
Most important 13 11.3 11.8 100.0
Total 110 95.7 100.0
Missing System 5 4.3
Total 115 100.0
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Q9-f. Ad in program book
Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent
Cumulative 
Percent
Valid Least important 4 3.5 3.6 3.6
Somewhat important 6 5.2 5.4 8.9
No opinion 42 36.5 37.5 46.4
Very important 38 33.0 33.9 80.4
Most important 22 19.1 19.6 100.0
Total 112 97.4 100.0
Missing System 3 2.6
Total 115 100.0
Q9-g. Right to property marks/ logos
Frequency Percent Valid 
Percent
Cumulative 
Percent
Valid Least important 4 3.5 3.7 3.7
Somewhat important 7 6.1 6.4 10.1
No opinion 30 26.1 27.5 37.6
Very important 34 29.6 31.2 68.8
Most important 34 29.6 31.2 100.0
Total 109 94.8 100.0
Missing System 6 5.2
Total 115 100.0
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Frequency Table: Arrowhead Credit Union Park
QlO-a. Stadium design
Frequency Percent
Valid 
Percent
Cumulative 
Percent
Valid Neutral 3 20.0 20.0 20.0
Like 10 66.7 66.7 86.7
Strongly like 2 13.3 13.3 100.0
Total 15 100.0 100.0
QlO-b. Stadium facility
Frequency Percent
Valid 
Percent
Cumulative 
Percent
Valid Dislike 1 6.7 6.7 6.7
Neutral 3 20.0 20.0 26.7
Like 7 46.7 46.7 73.3
Strongly like 4 26.7 26.7 100.0
Total 15 100.0 100.0
QlO-c. Seating view
Frequency Percent
Valid 
Percent
Cumulative 
Percent
Valid Dislike 2 13.3 13.3 13.3
Neutral 3 20.0 20.0 33.3
Like 5 33.3 33.3 66.7
Strongly like 5 33.3 33.3 100.0
Total 15 100.0 100.0
QlO-d. Ticket price
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent
Valid Dislike 1 6.7 6.7 6.7
Neutral 4 26.7 26.7 33.3
Like 5 33.3 33.3 66.7
Strongly like 5 33.3 33.3 100.0
Total 15 100.0 100.0
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QlO-e. Parking space
Frequency Percent
Valid 
Percent
Cumulative 
Percent
Valid Dislike 1 6.7 6.7 6.7
Neutral 6 40.0 40.0 46.7
Like 6 40.0 40.0 86.7
Strongly like 2 13.3 13.3 100.0
Total 15 100.0 100.0
Qll-a. ATM accessibility
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent
Valid Dissatisfied 2 13.3 14.3 14.3
Neutral 6 40.0 42.9 57.1
Satisfied 3 20.0 21.4 78.6
Very satisfied 3 20.0 21.4 100.0
Total 14 93.3 100.0
Missing System 1 6.7
Total 15 100.0
QI 1-b. Product promotion
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent
Valid Dissatisfied 1 6.7 7.1 7.1
Neutral 7 46.7 50.0 57.1
Satisfied 5 33.3 35.7 92.9
Very satisfied 1 6.7 7.1 100.0
Total 14 93.3 100.0
Missing System 1 6.7
Total 15 100.0
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Qll-c. Community service
Frequency Percent
Valid 
Percent
Cumulative 
Percent
Valid Dissatisfied 1 6.7 6.7 6.7
Neutral 6 40.0 40.0 46.7
Satisfied 7 46.7 46.7 93.3
Very satisfied 1 6.7 6.7 100.0
Total 15 100.0 100.0
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Frequency Table: Demographic Information
Gender
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent
Valid Male 50 43.5 43.5 43.5
Female 65 56.5 56.5 100.0
Total 115 100.0 100.0
Age
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent
Valid 18-20 11 9.6 9.6 9.6
21-29 80 69.6 70.2 79.8
30-39 12 10.4 10.5 90.4
40-49 8 7.0 7.0 97.4
50-59 3 2.6 2.6 100.0
Total 114 99.1 100.0
Missing System 1 .9
Total 115 100.0
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Occupation
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent
Valid 1 .9 .9 .9
Accounting 2 1.7 1.7 2.6
Banking 2 1.7 1.7 4.3
Construction 5 4.3 4.3 8.7
Education 15 13.0 ' 13.0 21.7
Engineering 1 .9 .9 22.6
Finance 8 7.0 7.0 29.6
Government 7 6.1 6.1 35.7
Health 3 2.6 2.6 38.3
Insurance 1 .9 .9 39.1
Management 18 15.7 15.7 54.8
Marketing 1 .9 .9 55.7
Other 10 8.7 8.7 64.3
Real Estate 5 4.3 4.3 68.7
Retail 10 8.7 8.7 77.4
Self-employed 1 .9 .9 78.3
Student 24 20.9 20.9 99.1
Utilities 1 .9 .9 100.0
Total 115 100.0 100.0
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Family Household Income
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative 
Percent
Valid Under $19,999 24 20.9 21.6 21.6
$20,000429,999 12 10.4 10.8 32.4
$30,000439,999 13 11.3 11.7 44.1
$40,000449,999 14 12.2 12.6 56.8
$50,000459,999 7 6.1 6.3 63.1
$60,000474,999 9 7.8 8.1 71.2
$75,000499,999 14 12.2 12.6 83.8
$100,000+ 18 15.7 16.2 100.0
Total 111 96.5 100.0
Missing System 4 3.5
Total 115 100.0
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City of Residence
Frequency Percent
Valid 
Percent
Cumulative 
Percent
Valid 2 1.7 1.7 1.7
Alta Loma 3 2.6 2.6 4.3
Apple Valley 2 1.7 1.7 6.1
Azusa 2 1.7 1.7 7.8
Barstow 1 .9 .9 8.7
Beaumont 1 .9 .9 9.6
Bloomington 1 .9 .9 10.4
Chino 1 .9 .9 11.3
Clakemont 1 .9 .9 12.2
Colton 1 .9 .9 13.0
Fontana 12 10.4 10.4 23.5
Hemet 1 .9 .9 24.3
Hesperia 1 .9 .9 25.2
Highland 1 .9 .9 26.1
La Verne 1 .9 .9 27.0
Loma Linda 1 .9 .9 27.8
Lucerne Valley 1 .9 .9 28.7
Moreno Valley 7 6.1 6.1 34.8
Murrieta 1 .9 .9 35.7
Norco 1 .9 .9 36.5
Oceanside 1 .9 .9 37.4
Ontario 3 2.6 2.6 40.0
Palm Desert 2 1.7 1.7 41.7
Perris 2 1.7 1.7 43.5
Rancho Cucamonga 8 7.0 7.0 50.4
Redlands 3 2.6 2.6 53.0
Rialto 7 6.1 6.1 59.1
Riverside 10 8.7 8.7 67.8
San Bernardino 23 20.0 20.0 87.8
San Jacinto 1 .9 .9 88.7
Santa Clarita 1 .9 .9 89.6
Upland 1 .9 .9 90.4
Victorville 5 4.3 4.3 94.8
Wrightwood 2 1.7 1.7 96.5
Yucaipa 
Total
4
115
■ 3.5
100.0
3.5
100.0
100.0
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